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means for receiving 
for counseling from at 1 

means, operable in 
receiving, for initiatin 
coimselor and at least a 



/ia a computer network a requsst 
sast a patient; and 
response to said means for 
j a counseling session between 
patient- 



f >r] 



Twenty-one claims were presented 

The Examiner noted the need for 
formal drawings are herewith enclosed 



REMARKS 

Examination. Twenty-one claims stand ifejected 
Applicants to submit corrected drawings. Cop es of the 



He first rejected Claims 21-30 under 
Applicants make the above amendmi nt 
preamble of the independent claim ii 
While this language was mentioned 
removes the 112 rejection by making 
article of manufacture. 



The Examiner has rejected claims 1 , 



35 USC 1 12 first paragraph and 35 USC 1( 1. 

to claim 21, adding 'standard' language o the 
this set of computer program products clai tis. 
i the 101 rejection, Applicants believe it ah o 
it clear that Applicants invention is embodied in an 



2, 3, 4, 11 - 14,21,22, 24 as anticipated by DSPub, 

2002/0010616 to Itzhaki (Itzhaki) un ler 35 USC 102(e). Indeed, the reference is quite 

close in nature to the present inventk n. Both advantageously use the Internet to axake 

a convenient manner. The primary distind ton 

between Itzhaki and the present invei tion as described and claimed is that Appli< ants 

provide for having one counselor int< ract serially with plural patients in a way th it 

pennits each to experience a one on < ne session. See the Specification page 5, li les 9-14. 

This feature is covered in the claims >y including in claims 1 and 1 1 an element i elating 

to receipt of a counseling request fro? a at least a patient and establishing commui ication 

between at least a patient and the cou iselor. Claim 21 likewise contains analogo is 

elements, and its preamble recites mi tiparty counseling. This feature does not a >pear in 

Itzhaki. For the reasons stated, then> Applicants traverse the 1 02 rejection. The 
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reference does not disclose all features 
invention contemplates* and claims, 
patients much like that experienced 
games with plural opponents by sequentially 
of the patients and chess players is 



of the present invention as claimed. Ths present 
a situation with a single counselor and mull iple 
vy a master chess player simultaneously i 
executing a play with each. The] 
they are engaged in a one on one encoiuJfcer. 



t tat 



The Examiner rejected the iemainin 
with one or both of US Patent 6,039 J588 
5,722,41 8 to Bro(Bro). Keeping in 
from serving as a 102 reference, Applicants 
Examiner's main reference and the 
directly between a patient and a couijselor 
invention which allows a patient to 
during an interactive counseling 
support, but no counselor patient cot^urUcation, 



claims as obvious in view of Itzhaki in cox tbination 

to Douglas et al. (Douglas) and US Pat ait 
nind the prunaiy difference which keeps It haki 
traverse the 103 rejections as well, lie 
Present invention provide interactive commu ligation 
* Claim 5 describes that aspect of the present 
ehgage in a private communication with a tlr rd party 
sesfcon. The ched portion of Douglas deals wiih group 



conbine 



: wiy : 



The Examiner finds motivation to 
be desirable to create a convenient 
combination does not result in the intention 
features no direct counselor patient contact 
accessible by a patient in order get hdlp 
the ability to have a group comprising 
room is the setting for pre-scheduled netting 
are scheduled, Col. 1 1 , lines 34-39* 
situated to be in a chat room with no 
Applicants* Claim 5* Nor does the 
suggest the scenario covered by clain 
choice during that patient's one on 



i oi e 



Therefore, not only does the combination 
claim 5, but Applicants question the 



Response to 1 1 /OS/05 Office Action 
FiJcd 05/08/06 



0>/893y47l 



car ying on 



p rception 



it would 



Douglas with Itzhaki in the idea that 
for patients to attend group support sessions. The 
described in Applicants' claim 5. Douglas 
. Rather, Douglas discloses a system 
following doctor's orders. Included in E ouglas is 
people with similar issues. Douglas's meeting 

at which attendance is limited to th ose who 
J cheduling and allowing several people sim larly 
>rofessional supervision is not the same as 
D >uglas meeting room meeting led by a chairperson 
5: a patient contacting a third party of the patient's 
counseling session. 



of Itzhaki and Douglas not teach Applicants' 
] ropriety of the combination since patients v dually 
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have a one on one session with a 
do both in the same time period, 
substituting for in person group 
post meeting telephone 



0V893,471 

counselor or participate in a group. A patient vould not 
Dc uglas describes its teachings as advantageo isly 
inee|tmgs, column 1 1, lines 28-30. Douglas faci litotes 
attendees, column 13, lines 1-9. 



conversation between 



With regard to claim 6, Applicants 
column 3, lines 3-9 and column 13, 
as described in claim 6. Applicants 
counselor while the first counselor is 
consult in essentially real time, 
convenience for review and update 
ABSTRACT. The Douglas meeting 
consultation among professionals 



anotier 



pat ent> a 



c isagree with the Examiner's assertion 
ines 1-3, 27-35, 41-43 suggest applicants' invention 
wovide for a counselor to consult with 
engaged in a one on one session with a 
*s system is accessible by various paitkk 
df information pertaining to patients. Seethe 
room is the setting for peer group counselir g, 
at another point in time. 



Dou glas 



oc JUTS 



With regard to claim 7, Applicants 
Douglas. The private mentoring is 
and not led by a chairperson. Again, 
having similar behavioral modificati 
counselor patient online communicatfoj 



dsagree 



Similar reasons exist for Applicants* 
depends from claim 1 and describes 
difference between a Douglas peer 
Applicants describing counselor pati 



tile 



Applicants' claim 9 stands rejected ir 
forth above, Applicants do not agree 
claimed. Further adding the teaching s 
invention. Applicants concede that 
feature. 



**spons* to 1 1/08/03 Office Action 
Filed 03/08/06 



that I tougjas 



with the Examiner's interpretation o i" 
djsclosed at column 13, lines 15-18 as unstructured 
Douglas deals with peer support groups of t>atients 
issues. The system does not contemplate direct 
>n. 



n: 



traverse of the rejection of claim 8, Claim 
2 etting a patient up with an appropriate grouk The 
si pport group and Applicants' groups is a function of 
< nt communication. 



view of the Itzhaki combination, Forreascfnset 
hat Douglas is truly pertinent to their invention as 
of Douglas to Itzhaki does not result in th< ir 
Itzhaki reference indeed suggests their scheduling 



Page 4 of 6 



at their 
Douglas 
Any 
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Claims 15-19 are analogous to claims 
rejection for the same reasons used 



5*9 and Applicants traverse the Examiaei 
vith regard to the latter. 



The Examiner uses the same 
26,28, Applicants traverse the 
advanced with regard to claim 7. 



combii aticms 



(P/893,471 



of Itzhaki and Douglas to reject clauhs 23, 25, 
rejection of claim 23 for the same reasons as the y 



Applicants traverse the rejection of dlaim 
examiner concedes that Itzhaki does 
that Douglas teaches no interaction 
Douglas group is a peer support groitp 
rather a peer leader. Thus a combination 
suggests Applicants' "means for establishing 
patients and a counselor" as recited 



25 for the reasons advanced above* lje 
not teach group sessions. Applicants; 
t etween a patient and a counselor. Further, 
and the chairperson is not the counselor, 1 
of Itzhaki and Douglas neither teached < 

a group counseling session for a plprality of 
n claim 25. 



The Examiner's rejection of claim 2< 
are the same as Applicants' groups, 
similarity in the process, choosing 
similar issues is not truly suggestive 
counselor. 



proceeds from his assertion that Douglas flkeetings 
\s argued above, they are not While there is some 

a list of prescheduled meetings of people i with 
>f Applicants* means for establishing group ? with a 



fr >m 



vie v 



The Examiner rejects claim 28 in 
traverse for the same reasons advanc 
with regard to claims 5 and 15 



sa ne 



Similarly the Applicants assert the 
respect to the Examiner's position on| claim 



With respect to claim 30, Applicants 
Applicants' claim, taken as a whole, 
alone or in combination with Douglas ♦ 



Response to I } /OS/05 Office Action 
Piled O5/O8/06 



again point out 
lie 
>ut is 
or 



of the Itzhaki Douglas combination, AppI cants 
when they argued against the Examiner's position 



argument used in regard to claims 6 and 
29. 



igree that Itzhaki mentions instant messagii g. 
deludes several other elements not found in Itzhaki 
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The Examiner rejects analogous claifcs 
Bro also relates to a system for perio iically 
topics. Applicants accept the Examiner 
tine 28, is somewhat analogous to A] 
does not teach is Applicants' recitation 
transcript. 



eta m 



Finally (he Examiner has rejected 
claims 5, 6, 15, and 16 as they relate 
patient or the counselor, group set 
1 0 and 20. Those elements, as argue 



3 1 which includes inter alia the substam e of 
o communication with a third party by eith >r the 
in claim 25 and session transcripts as in :laims 
above, Applicants assert in traversing the i ejection. 



up as 



In conclusion, Applicants urge the Examiner 
amendment to claim 21 and the 



; argui lents 



Response to 1 1/08/05 Office Action 



OS/893,471 



10 and 20 in view of Itzhaki, Douglas 

communicating with individuals on 
's assertion that Bro's permanent log, cokunuo 
iplicants* session transcript, What the refer ;nce 
that it is the counselor who may request t te 



to reconsider his rejection in view qf the 
advanced herein. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Pair Bryant, Reg. No. 28,191 
Attorney for Applicants 
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